[I.a] Quick Resources & Info for Faculty Senate 

The following a small selection of recent affronts to academic freedom involving the Charles 

Koch Foundation. 

Examples of Koch demanding undue influence 

Florida State University 

• FSU’s faculty senate found that the gift from the Charles Koch Foundation came with a 
Koch appointed Advisory Committee, which was granted an active role (including veto 
power) over tenure and non-tenure track hiring. The Koch “gift” was conditional on the 
selection of department chair, and granted direct influence over curricular and 
extracurricular programming, graduate fellowships, post-doctoral programming, and the 
creation of a certificate program. 

• A 201 1 Faculty Senate investigation of the agreement found that it “allows undue, 
outside influence over FSU’s academic content and processes, a codified danger 
that the doctrine of academic freedom is designed to avoid.” The report cited more than 
ten examples where Koch’s terms or actions violate academic freedom and faculty 
governance, including two conflicts of interest. 

• If at any point Koch’s Advisory Committee determined that the university was not in 
“compliance” with section 1 .a of the agreement, “Objectives and Purposes,” Koch 
maintained the right to withdraw any or all funding from students/faculty/programming, 
with only 15 days notice. 

Suffolk University 

• Suffolk university announced earlier this week that it will cut ties with the Koch funded 
Beacon Hill Institute (BHI). The center has received over $800,000 from the Charles 
Koch Foundation since 2008 and has been criticized by economists and scientists for its 
inaccurate and faulty research, especially around energy policy. The university cited 
academic protections for the closure, “I think the entire administration made up their 
mind that they were troubled by what we were doing in some way, where we were 
getting money, how we were using the money, what we were saying, and they wanted 
things to change. [...]! couldn’t raise money under the guidelines that were being issued.” 

• Suffolk administration were first alerted to BHI’s activities in 2013 when the Guardian 
showed revealed grant proposals where BHI “appeared to have already arrived at its 
conclusions in advance, admitting from the outset that the aim of the research was to 
arm opponents of cap-and-trade with data for their arguments, and to weaken or destroy 
the initiative.” The proposal read, "Success will take the form of media recognition, 
dissemination to stakeholders, and legislative activity that will pare back or repeal 
[Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative]." 



College of Charleston 



• At the College of Charleston in South Carolina, documents show that the Charles Koch 
Foundation made future funding centrally contingent upon being given access to 
extensive information about students, with the aim of “to notify students of 
opportunities” through both the Charles Koch Foundation and the Institute for Humane 
Studies. Koch’s foremost reporting requirement seeks names and email addresses 

— specifying addresses “preferably not ending in .edu” — of any student who participated 
in a Koch-sponsored class, reading group, club or fellowship. A Koch foundation official 
states that “[...] information regarding students who pursue additional opportunities 
connected to these ideas (regardless of whether they were direct program 
participants) is vital to understanding our grant’s impact. We suggest updating a list of 
interested students throughout the year in order to avoid omitting important information 
in your final report.” ( pq 43, 54) 

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 

• The Chancellor of the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign commissioned the 
Faculty Senate to study a Koch funded center on campus. The report finds that the 
creation of an “extra-academic board, self-perpetuating on the basis of ideological 
sympathy with the donors’ intent” is an infringement on “institutional academic 
freedom.” 

• In addition, it was found that the center’s affiliation with the university violated two 
principles of a ‘free and distinguished university’: institutional neutrality (because the 
overly-narrow ideological research mission was inconsistent with the university’s 
standards of open and free inquiry) and institutional autonomy (as the center and its 
academic mission were unaccountable to traditional administrative and faculty 
governance oversight). 

• The faculty wrote of the center’s Free Market research mission, “Whether one agrees 
with these views or not, they are statements of doctrine, not questions to be examined in 
an open-minded academic investigation.” ( pq 11) 

• The Chancellor dissolved the agreement with the center 2008, described as a “friendly 
divorce.” 



